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Abstract 
The majority of the current research on probation officers focuses on training methodology, 
job stress, arming for protection, and issues involved with identifying their role as a social 
worker or a police officer. What the current research lacks is an analysis of the decision making 
processes of probation officers and the factors that influence their decisions. Due to the mandates 
associated with the Youth Criminal Justice Act, Youth Probation Officers in Canada are heavily 
involved in the lives of those they monitor. With this increased level of involvement, new 
challenges exist for probation officers. The current study aimed to investigate the use of 
discretion in breaching by Youth Probation Officers and whether the use of discretionary 
decision making was impacted by a Youth Probation Officer being victimized by a 
probationer. To ascertain the decision making of youth probation officers, a self-administered, 
semi-structured survey was distributed to all youth probation officers in attendance at the Youth 
Justice Forum in Vancouver on February 7th and 8th, 2008.  
  
This study found that while respondents indicated overwhelmingly (94.3 per cent) that 
breaching a youth on conditions would decrease their level of criminal offending; the level of 
breaching a youth who failed to comply with their order did not reflect that opinion. A majority 
of Youth Probation Officers justified this action by indicating use of discretion. Moreover, a 
majority of Youth Probation Officers indicated that they had been victimized by a client, but that 
being victimized did not affect their level of breaching. Still, the data suggested that those who 
were victimized by a client breached substantially more than those who had not been victimized. 
In addition, the number of times that a Youth Probation Officer was victimized correlated with 
an increase in breaches. 
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Introduction 
 Youth justice and the role of youth probation officers in Canada have undergone a 
number of substantial changes since the introduction of the Juvenile Delinquents Act (JDA) in 
1908. Adopting an American approach, first spearheaded by John Augustus, the Juvenile 
Delinquents Act put probation officers in charge of working with juvenile offenders so that 
troubled youth could be supervised by the legal system and nurtured into becoming functioning 
members of society. For various reasons, including a new emphasis on the due process rights of 
young people, the Juvenile Delinquents Act was replaced in 1984 by the Young Offenders Act 
(YOA). Over time, the Young Offenders Act was viewed by the public as extremely punitive for 
less serious young offenders and increasingly ineffective with more serious or violent youth. 
Moreover, the Act was a significant shift away from the JDA philosophy of the state acting as a 
surrogate parent for wayward or delinquent youth. While still playing an important role, under 
the YOA, probation officers were responsible for monitoring young offenders in the community; 
however, their role shifted from primarily focused on the youth’s rehabilitation and support to 
punishment and deterrence. With few "tools in the toolbox", the options for probation officers to 
recommend to the Courts were either incarceration or probation with attempts made by the 
probation officer, in accordance with scripted conditions, to create a probation order that would 
benefit the young offender. In 2003, the Young Offenders Act was replaced by the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act (YJCA). This legislation focused on rehabilitation and reintegration, with 
less of a reliance on incarceration. Youth probation officers were now required to consider other 
options available to them under the Act, such as Intensive Support and Supervision Programs 
(ISSP) and Deferred Custody and Supervision Orders (DCSO). Youth probation officers were 
now required to examine the overrepresentation of Aboriginal persons within the Youth Justice 
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System in a more formalized fashion with the creation of Gladue reports designed to complement 
Pre-Sentence Reports. Gladue reports were to be included when requested by the presiding Judge 
to give the Court a better understanding of that particular Aboriginal youth’s history, culture, and 
community health. 
Throughout the course of Youth Justice legislation in Canada, the roles of probation officers 
shifted with legislation, changing from that of a parental role with little to no real legislative 
direction and a large degree of discretion under the JDA, to a correctional role with increasingly 
prescribed outcomes and a decrease in the input and decision making latitude under the YOA. 
From the YOA, decision-making and discretion of the probation officer continued to diminish as 
the YCJA focused even more on due process rights and prescribed outcomes. This paper sets out 
to show how, even with the diminishing latitude of decision making by youth probation officers, 
discretion plays a significant role in a youth probation officers decision making. Use of that 
discretion, however, can be affected by youth probation officers being victimized by 
probationers. 
This major paper is organized into four chapters. Chapter I provides a comprehensive review 
of the literature addressing the roles and responsibilities of probation officers and the factors that 
affect their decision making abilities. This review will highlight the general lack of empirical 
research on probation officer decision making, as well as the lack of Canadian research on what 
probation officer’s currently do. Moreover, the literature review examines a number of critical 
issues associated with the current roles and responsibilities of probation officers, such as role 
confusion, risk, stress, and discretion in an attempt to better understand how probation officers 
make decisions. Chapter II outlines the methodology and aims of the current study, Chapter III 
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analyses and discusses the findings from the survey, and Chapter IV provides some policy 
recommendations and general conclusions for youth probation officers in British Columbia.
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Chapter I: Literature Review 
The majority of the current research on probation officers focuses on training 
methodology, job stress, arming for protection, and issues involved with identifying their role as 
a social worker or a police officer. What the current research lacks is an analysis of the decision 
making processes of probation officers and the factors that influence their decisions. Due to the 
mandates associated with the Youth Criminal Justice Act, youth probation officers in Canada are 
heavily involved in the lives of those they monitor. With this increased level of involvement, 
new challenges exist for probation officers. 
The scope of this literature review is limited to the specific factors that may affect British 
Columbia youth probation officers’ decisions to breach youth who do not comply with court 
orders. As part of this review, factors such as role confusion, risk, stress, and discretion are 
considered. As there is a paucity of Canadian research in this area, the review will also consider 
the research from the United States and Europe. In effect, this review focuses on what factors 
affect the attitude and mentality of a probation officer with respect to breaching a youth on their 
caseload. In order to better understand these factors, this chapter will begin with a brief review of 
youth justice legislation in Canada. A broad understanding of these Acts is important for 
comprehending the current role of the probation officer, how this role has changed over time, 
and how this has affected the use of discretion and the decision making process of probation 
officers as it relates to breaches. 
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The Development of the Role of Probation Officers in Canada 
In 1841, the first services resembling modern day probation were provided in Boston and 
Birmingham, England (Sieh, 1993). While M.D. Hill is credited with being the first English 
probation officer (Sieh, 1993), John Augustus is acknowledged as the first American probation 
officer. Prior to establishing the role of the probation officer, Augustus was involved in various 
temperance societies dedicated to helping those less fortunate and in need of assistance. In New 
York State, in late 1841, Augustus approached the Court on behalf of a drunkard and offered a 
new way of dealing with violators of the law; a way which could avoid the use of incarceration 
or work camps. Augustus proposed that he would work with the offender to assist in reforming 
the offender’s behaviour. Augustus further proposed that in three weeks he would return the 
offender to the Court to show the offender’s progress. If, in that time, the offender had modified 
his behaviour, the offender would be deemed to have paid his debt to society and not be 
subjected to further legal intervention. Upon returning to Court, and “to the astonishment of all 
those in attendance, his (offenders) appearance and demeanor had dramatically changed”.1
At first, Augustus focused on adult male offenders; however, after the Courts observed 
the practical merits to the idea of probation, the practice of placing offenders on probation was 
expanded to include women and young offenders. By 1880, probation was formally implemented 
by the state of Massachusetts and, by 1956, the entire United States had instituted the position of 
probation officer. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 This quote and the account of John Augustus and his role in the creation of the Probation Officer profession was attained from 
the New York City Department of Probation website: www.nyc.gov/html/prob/html/about/history.shtml 
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In the Canadian legal system, Sheridan and Konrad (1976) noted that: 
adult probation apparently began with judges directing the release of certain offenders on a 
recognizance rather than imposing a sentence. This procedure, though not legal, was 
generally accepted and in 1889 the Act to Permit the Conditional Release of First Offenders 
in Certain Cases was passed. This Act implied its use was to be that for “youthful first 
offenders who had not committed an offence punishable for more than two years” (Aasen, 
1975). This Act was amended and incorporated into the Criminal Code of Canada in 1892. 
Following this development, in 1893, Ontario developed the Children’s Protection Act. 
This Act imposed Children’s Aid workers in Ontario to “investigate the charges (of a 
youth), inquire into the child’s environment, and report back to the court…” (Hall, 1989: 
31).  
 
The most important legal change to fully formalizing the role of the probation officer in Canada 
came in 1921, when reporting to a probation officer was included in legislation, thus defining the 
probation officer as a legal actor:  
The court in suspending sentence may direct that the offender shall… report from time to 
time as the court may prescribe to any officer that the court may designate (R.S.C. 1927 
c.36, Aasen, 1975). 
 
The Acts 
When the Juvenile Delinquents Act (JDA) became law in 1908, it represented the 
culmination of the efforts of a ‘child-saving' movement which sought to establish a separate 
justice system for youth in conflict with the law (Bala, 1988). This reform movement, heavily 
influenced by the 18th century Age of Enlightenment, sought to improve how youth were 
managed by the criminal justice system in society. A central concept of the child-welfare 
philosophy was parens patriæ, which placed a moral obligation on the state to act as a surrogate 
parent when a child was deemed to have been neglected or misguided. Proponents of the child-
welfare approach argued that young people “became delinquent as a response to poor parenting 
or economic and social disadvantages” (Leschied and Jaffe, 1995: 419). Given this, the state, 
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through the youth court and probation services, would be responsible for providing the guidance 
and support that the parents of the juvenile delinquent failed to provide. To accomplish this 
objective, legislation was created to differentiate young people’s treatment from that of adults by 
the criminal justice system, and to specifically focus on the needs and best interests of youth. 
 In 1908, the Canadian criminal justice system officially recognized that youth were to be 
treated differently than adults by the criminal justice system. The age range varied province to 
province at the maximum (16 to 18) however the minimum age was set at 8. Some of the ways in 
which the JDA treated youth differently from those involved in the adult system were: 
• Establishing a separate justice system for youth, with separate courts;  
• Granting youth court judges a “parens patriae” or pseudo-parental role. In sentencing, 
judges focused on rehabilitation, not on dispensing punishment based on the seriousness 
of the offence;  
• Establishing that seven would remain the minimum age under which a child could be 
charged with a criminal offence, while children under 12 could only be committed to an 
institution if no other option was available;  
• Establishing a Juvenile Court Committee, consisting of probation officers and volunteers, 
to assist the judge in sentencing recommendations;  
• Increasing sentencing options for judges; and  
• Encouraging parental involvement in the process. 2
The culmination of this philosophy was the Juvenile Delinquents Act of 1908 in which probation 
officers played a key role in working with the offender and their families to stop youth from 
committing offences and being incarcerated. In broad terms, youth probation officers were 
responsible for “cultivating resources, developing a treatment plan for the offender using the 
  
                                                 
2 Information obtained from http://www.mapleleafweb.com/features/youth-justice-canada-history-debates#juvenile 
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resources available, reporting to the court, supervising the offender, transportation, community 
education, and whatever else is necessary” (Rush, 1992: 3). 
Within the JDA legislation, several key sections were created which provided a better 
understanding of the Act’s philosophy. For example, Section 3(2) stated that “where a child is 
adjudged to have committed a delinquency he shall be dealt with, not as an offender, but as one 
in a condition of delinquency and therefore require help and guidance and proper supervision”. 
In effect, youth were not defined as an offender in the way adults were, but were adjudicated as 
being in a mental and physical state of delinquency that required the state to “impose upon the 
delinquent such further or other conditions that may be deemed advisable” (Section 20 (g) JDA). 
This provided the state with the ability to impose rules and regulations on a youth until they were 
deemed to be corrected, and created very broad options for those in charge of removing youth 
from a delinquent state. The critical distinction under the JDA between a juvenile delinquent and 
an adult offender was that an adult was found guilty of a criminal offence, thus enabling them to 
be subjected to punishment. By contrast, youth were not found guilty of a criminal act requiring 
punishment, but rather found to be in a state of delinquency requiring the state to act in the best 
interest of the youth to reform and rehabilitate them. As such, whatever actions the state was 
required to take within the framework of the best interests of the juvenile became acceptable 
because many of the fundamental neo-classical principles of justice, which characterized the 
adult system, such as the punishment fitting the crime or similar cases be dealt with in a similar 
manner, did not apply to youth because they were not technically being found guilty of a crime 
and being punished.     
This basic conceptualization provided the courts with a wide range of discretion in 
responding to delinquency. Juveniles seldom had lawyers in court because they were not 
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required. The due process protections provided for adults was also not required as informal 
hearings, rather than trials, were used. Judges, police officers, and probation officers could 
impose whatever rehabilitation or reform program they thought best for the youth. Given this, the 
decisions of JDA hearings varied greatly and could not be predicted based solely on the nature of 
the action or offence under consideration. Moreover, because the entire system was designed 
around a welfare model philosophy and what was perceived to be the best interests of the youth, 
included in the definition of “delinquency” were status offences which resulted in youth who 
engaged in truancy, sexual promiscuity, or a number of behaviours that an adult could not be 
charged for, coming under the mandate of the JDA. If found to be in a state of delinquency, 
juveniles could be sent for an indeterminate amount of time to a correctional or training 
institutions where the staff, not a judge, would decide when the delinquent was rehabilitated and 
eligible for release. 
In part, amid growing concern for the due process rights of youth, in 1984, the Young 
Offenders Act (YOA) replaced the Juvenile Delinquents Act’s focus of “state parenting” and 
indeterminate sentencing with a focus on determining in a formal trial that a youth had 
committed a criminal offence, finding that youth guilty of a criminal offence, and sentencing the 
youth under the sentencing principles of accountability, deterrence, and denunciation. The focus 
of youth justice and the framework for the YOA was fundamentally shaped by the introduction 
of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (CCRF) in 1982, which stated that: 
Everyone has the right on arrest or detention:  
a) to be informed promptly of the reasons therefor;  
b) to retain and instruct counsel without delay and to be informed of that right; and  
c) to have the validity of the detention determined by way of habeas corpus and to be released if the   
detention is not lawful (Section 10). 
 
Given these principles, the Juvenile Delinquents Act was no longer compatible with the 
legal climate in Canada. While the YOA focused on due process, denunciation, and deterrence, 
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one of the noted downfalls of the YOA was that it contributed to an increase in the number of 
youth being incarcerated. Problematically, because there was no parole system for youth or an 
acknowledgement for ‘time served’, some youth could be incarcerated for longer than an adult 
who had committed the same offence. This itself became a CCRF argument, as under Section 
15(1) “Every individual is equal before and under the law and has the right to the equal 
protection and equal benefit of the law without discrimination and, in particular, without 
discrimination based on race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or mental or 
physical disability”. The argument was that youth were being treated more harshly than adults by 
the criminal justice system as the current framework of the YOA did not allow for the same 
reductions of a sentence nor allowances for release during the completion of a custody sentence. 
While this was an important point, ultimately, the YOA was heavily criticized for the fact that it 
contributed directly to an enormous increase in the number of youth in custody, especially for 
what would be considered minor offences. (Doob and Sprott, 2005). 
 
The view that the YOA resulted in an explosion of youth in custody, that too many non-
serious, non-violent youth were being incarcerated, and that the YOA was ineffective in reducing 
the volume of youth violence, contributed to its repeal and replacement in 2003 with the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act (YCJA). As its philosophical framework, the YCJA focused on 
rehabilitation and reintegration, while reserving incarceration for high risk violent offenders. In 
effect, the implementation of the YCJA was associated with a substantial reduction in 
incarceration rates of nearly 33% (Doob and Sprott, 2005). Similar reductions were also found 
for the number of youth cases going to court suggesting that a greater emphasis had been placed 
on the use of alternative measures, in particular for less serious, non-violent young offenders.  
11 
 
 
 The Shifting Duties and Responsibilities of Youth Probation Officers in 
Canada 
Given the vastly different philosophical frameworks and practical implications of the 
JDA, the YOA, and the YCJA, it is not surprising that the duties and responsibilities of youth 
probation officers have changed over the last century. Given the focus on rehabilitation and 
reform under the JDA, youth probation officers had “extensive power and discretionary decision 
making, and few limits on their authority” (Corrado, 1992: 9). Under the JDA, judges would 
have the ability to adjudicate youth into the custody of a probation officer who was then directly 
responsible for the youth’s rehabilitation (Pankin, 2005). Probation officers were not seen as 
enforcers of a justice system, but as a thoughtful parent acting in the best interest of the youth in 
which rehabilitation and re-education were the primary objectives. Given this, probation officers 
had a wide range of discretion and had few limits on their authority, as long as their actions 
could be justified under the principle of the youth’s ‘best interest’ (Corrado, 1992). 
When the Juvenile Delinquents Act was replaced by the Young Offenders Act in 1984, 
the levels of discretion afforded to youth probation officers were also amended to align with the 
Act’s new focus on crime control, the protection of the public, and the legal rights of youth. The 
YOA held that youth probation officers “had to prove in Court that a breach had occurred, 
whereas under the JDA, a breach merely had to be alleged” (Shoemaker, 1996: 41). Under the 
YOA, the role of the probation officer shifted from acting as a parent with a wide range of 
discretion to that of “servicing Crown Counsel through diversion screening reports, advising 
judges through disposition reports, and monitoring probation orders” (Corrado, 1992: 18). As the 
YOA shifted focus to the due process and legal rights of young offenders, youth probation 
12 
 
officers were also required to modify their focus from the “best interests” of a delinquent 
juvenile to that of protecting society from young offenders. 
The Youth Criminal Justice Act further restricted the discretion of youth probation 
officers and created confusion about what the specific role of the youth probation officer was 
(Shoemaker, 1996). This confusion stemmed from the contradictory nature of the Declaration of 
Principles set out in Section 3 of the Youth Criminal Justice Act. Section 3, in its simplified 
form, states that the focus of the Act is the prevention of crime by addressing its underlying 
causes and addressing the rehabilitation and reintegration needs of youth, while still providing 
meaningful consequences to those youth who committed an offence. 
Because the YCJA takes more of a hybrid justice model approach, rather than primarily a 
justice model or welfare model approach, the role of the probation officer was enhanced in some 
areas, but curtailed in others. For example, the role of youth probation officers was expanded 
during the sentencing stages of a youth who was found guilty of an offence. Currently, under the 
YCJA, the youth probation officer is provided with more options for sentencing suggestions, 
such as Deferred Custody and Supervision (DCSO), Intensive Support and Supervision 
Programming (ISSP), and Intensive Rehabilitative Custody and Supervision Program (IRCS). 
However, with orders such as DCSO, the probation officer’s discretion, in regards to breaching a 
youth, were removed. In other words, once a probation officer believed that a breach of the 
DCSO order occurred, it was their duty to revoke the youth’s probation. The decision to revoke 
the DCSO and have the youth arrested is made, in the case of British Columbia, by the Burnaby 
Youth Containment Center (BYCC) and not the probation officer. Thus, youth probation officers 
have more options sentencing recommendations that they can present to a judge in their pre-
sentence reports, but the discretion to decide to act on an alleged breach has been removed. 
13 
 
The Research on Probation Officers 
As mentioned above, in the Canadian context, there is a paucity of research on probation 
officers in general and youth probation officers more specifically. However, from the existing 
probation officer research, several issues appear to play critical roles in probation officer 
decision-making. These factors are: cynicism; role confusion; victimization and stress; and 
discretion. 
Cynicism  
One of the most important examinations of probation officers was the work of Farrow 
(2004) who examined probation officers in the United Kingdom. The study’s participants were 
selected based on their type of service (generic caseload), with no more than one probation 
officer from each Probation office allowed to participate in the study. The subjects in this study 
also had to have over ten years of experience which allowed Farrow to assess levels of 
commitment to their job and cynicism. Given these criteria, only six probation officers met the 
research study’s criteria. Still, Farrow concluded that, as a group, probation officers felt 
demoralized and alienated (Farrow 2004). Those surveyed stated that, while they remained 
committed to their work with criminal offenders and to other probation officers, they had little 
commitment to the probation organization. Farrow also examined the daily changes in tasks that 
probation officers had to undertake. These changes included, but were not limited to: 
• The PO role centering on public protection and enforcement of court orders with less 
emphasis placed on rehabilitation of offenders; 
• Increased prescription of tasks and decreased professional discretion; 
• Increased workload and pressure to push through cases because of resource shortages; 
• Increased paperwork as part of accountability; and 
• ‘Naming and Shaming’ of service areas doing poorly in performance tables. 
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In considering these changes from the perspective of probation in British Columbia, the role of a 
youth probation officer has also shifted from enforcement and public protection (under the 
Young Offenders Act) to rehabilitation and reintegration (as outlined in Section 3 of the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act). In other words, the changes to youth probation in British Columbia is in 
the opposite direction of that experienced in the United Kingdom.  
Farrow (2004) also found that the initial commitment to both offenders and the 
organization shifted over time to various other areas, including one’s self and one’s colleagues, 
taking focus away from the offenders or the organization. This change in commitment and 
motivation “made a difference to how they felt and behaved” (Farrow, 2004: 209). Farrow found 
that the more experienced probation officers saw their jobs as having less discretion, less 
flexibility in decision making, and less professional freedom. Moreover, probation officers felt 
that much of what they were expected to do was ineffective. According to Farrow, “it is clear 
from the interviews that PO’s do not feel ‘listened to’ or involved in the process of how work is 
organized or undertaken”(Farrow, 2004: 217). This general feeling was particularly prevalent 
when probation officers discussed reaching targets for assisting offenders and completing the 
increasing demands of bureaucratic paperwork. Farrow concluded that, in this particular subject 
grouping, probation officers felt very little commitment towards the probation service and that 
much of their current practice did not address the true needs of the offender or represent good 
quality work and effective work with offenders. 
Rush examined the influence of cynicism among juvenile probation officers in Alabama 
because “there is a dearth of information on juvenile probation officers” (Rush, 1992: 3). While 
Rush felt that juvenile probation officers were essential in monitoring youth, he noted that if they 
became cynical, they would be prone to commit acts of misconduct or fail to complete their 
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duties. Cynicism was defined by Rush as “(a belief) that people are motivated in all their actions 
only by selfishness; denying the sincerity of peoples motives and actions” (Rush, 1992: 4). Rush 
further defined cynicism as “a distrust of human nature and motives” (Rush, 1992: 4). Given the 
need for juvenile probation officers to be rehabilitative, Rush hypothesized that cynicism 
contradicted the fundamental need to be positive and supportive of youth. Feelings of cynicism 
also negated the belief youth could be effectively assisted through the work of probation. Rush 
noted that cynicism led to poor job performance because cynical probation officers experienced 
emotional conflict between their personal feelings about the rehabilitative potential of the youth 
they worked with and the tasks and duties they were required to completed as a probation officer. 
Measuring cynicism was completed by using Arthur Niederhoffer’s original 20 item scale, with 
modifications made by Rush trimming the questionnaire to 17 items (Rush, 1992: 6).3
Rush’s study focused on the juvenile youth probation population (N = 245) of Alabama 
in 1988 and concluded that nearly one-third (30 per cent) of juvenile probation officers were 
cynical and that the level of cynicism was found to be equal or greater to employees of other 
legal professions (Rush, 1992). However, Rush found that the mean score of cynicism on the 
Neiderhoffer modified scale among probation officers was 44; a mean score below the threshold 
for a designation of cynicism. Rush did acknowledge that since little research on youth probation 
officers existed, it was difficult to determine what effects being cynical had on the monitoring of 
youth. Rush hypothesized that cynicism could create problems as juveniles might not receive the 
 Responses 
to the questionnaire were assigned a numerical value and the higher the respondent answers, the 
higher the rating of cynicism. Rush noted that a score of over 60 on the 85-point scale was 
considered an indication of cynicism.  
                                                 
3 In the research, Rush does not provide an explanation for the modifications employed to the scale. 
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best possible care or that they may receive a much harsher form of treatment from cynical 
probation officer (Rush, 1992). 
Role Confusion 
Purkiss et al. (2003) examined the confusion that probation officers might experience as a 
result of the competing goals of public safety, rehabilitation, and integration inherent in the 
profession. In effect, researchers asserted that these competing goals directly contributed to role 
conflict among probation officers (Ellisworth, 1990; McCleary, 1978). Purkiss et al. set out to 
“determine the impact, if any, the shift in the nature and quality of probation has had on the 
legally defined roles of probation officers” (2003: 12). To accomplish this goal, these researchers 
identified the legally prescribed functions of probation officers in the statutes of 50 American 
states and categorized them either as enforcement-oriented or rehabilitative-oriented.  
Purkiss et al. concluded that probation officers were “more likely to be statutorily 
mandated to perform law enforcement tasks than perform rehabilitative tasks” (2003: 13). 
Moreover, there was “greater support among probation officers for helping offenders on 
probation than there is for simply controlling their behaviour” (Purkiss et al., 2003: 23). In effect, 
while probation officers supported both rehabilitation and enforcement goals, they did not 
always perform their roles as legally required because of the conflict between what they were 
mandated to do versus what they felt was most effective or more aligned with how they viewed 
the role of the probation officer. Purkiss et al. (2003) noted that, due to their ability to use 
discretion in ways that put probation officer’s conduct in conflict with legal requirements, there 
needed to be a better understanding among probation officers of the need to adhere to their duties 
and a requirement that probation officers complete their prescribed tasks despite the potential for 
discretion. Purkiss et al. recommended that more research be directed at determining role 
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definitions and the practices of the officers themselves; however, they do not discuss whether 
policies should be modified to allow probation officers to complete tasks which they felt would 
be more effective. 
The notion of identity and the role of probation officers were addressed by Small and 
Torres (2001). While the focus of their research was on arming probation officers, Small and 
Torres discussed the differences in the mentality of probation officers trained under a welfare 
ideology with those trained under a crime control ideology. While this study was completed in 
New York, there are some parallels to the Canada experience. Small and Torres suggested that 
officers who took a more rehabilitative approach were more likely to give their probationers a 
second chance (Small and Torres, 2001). Conversely, probation officers who viewed themselves 
more like police officers or who subscribed to the crime control approach were likely to treat the 
youth on their caseloads more punitively, including an increased use of arrest and revocation 
(Small and Torres, 2001). It is likely that similar results would be found among Canadian 
probation officers; a hypothesis that will be explored in greater detail in Chapter III of this major 
paper. 
Stress and Victimization 
In considering the relationship between job related stress and gender, Wells (2006) 
reviewed how female and male probation officers differentially experienced stress. Wells 
considered job or task stressors as inherent to working in the field of criminal justice. Wells 
grouped “stressors” (things which are thought to cause stress) into five categories: internal 
organizational stressors; participating in workplace decision making; job or task stressors; 
external stressors; and personal stressors (Wells, 2006: 64-66). Probation officers were affected 
by Internal Organizational stressors in that “insufficient salaries and lack of promotional 
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opportunities have been recognized as stressors for probation officers” (Wells, 2006: 64). Wells 
noted that probation officers were affected by job or task stressors as they were “frequently faced 
with tight suspension dates on reports and with extremely high caseloads, which all translated 
into a lack of time to get the job done” (Wells, 2006: 65). External stressors were also considered 
to play a role with probation officers, as Wells noted that areas, such as too lenient of a judiciary 
coupled with “stringent legislation, with limiting resources, restricted the options of probation 
officers…” (Wells, 2006: 65). Interestingly, personal stressors were somewhat mitigated in 
probation officers if they were married as, “(they) were found to be more satisfied with their jobs 
and less occupationally stressed than their unmarried counterparts” (Wells, 2006: 66). Wells 
(2006) also concluded that additional contributors of stress were the large amount of paperwork 
associated with the job, large caseloads, short deadlines, a general lack of promotional 
opportunities, and low average salaries.  
Oginska-Bulik (2006) examined the role of stress and “emotional intelligence”. Oginska-
Bulik examined those persons involved in human services or those whose primary task was to 
modify client’s skills, knowledge, and behaviour. The purpose of Oginska-Bulik’s study was to 
address whether there was a relationship between levels of emotional intelligence (EI) and 
perceived stress in the workplace. Emotional Intelligence (EI) was defined as the ability “to 
recognize the meanings of emotions and the relationships and to reason and problem solve on the 
basis of them” (Oginska-Bulik, 2006: 168). Oginska-Bulik hypothesized that those who 
possessed higher emotional intelligence would perceive their work environment as less stressful 
and would experience less negative consequences. Within her sample of 330 participants, there 
were 70 probation officers. Results indicated that probation officers possessed the highest EI 
level among the human service workers in the study, but that they were in the worst health 
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condition. Moreover, female probation officers had higher than average levels of anxiety and 
insomnia. Oginska-Bulik concluded that the poor health of probation officers was linked to 
stress, lack of rewards, and uncertainty in the workplace (Oginska-Bulik, 2006). 
Heightened levels of job related stress among probation officers may also be the result of 
either a fear of or an actual experience of being the victim of a crime, particularly from a 
probationer. Linder and Bonn (1996) examined probation officer victimization and their risk for 
victimization from a probationer in a nationwide survey of probation agencies. They argued that 
the changes in the characteristics of probationers put probation officers at greater risk of 
victimization than in the past. Specifically, Linder and Bonn argued that probation officers in the 
1900’s in the United States were responsible for keeping individuals from committing a first 
offence and/or preventing those who had committed a minor offence from going to jail. Over 
time, the use of probation as an alternative to custody meant a transition from clients who were 
first time offenders and minor offenders to much more serious and violent offenders. With this 
change, probation officer caseloads began to increase with more offenders who were “drug users, 
and mentally ill, or had been diagnosed with medical problems, such as AIDS or tuberculosis” 
(Linder and Bonn, 1996: 1). Given this, probation officers were in more frequent contact with 
more violent, high-risk offenders in the community. Coupled with this contact risk was the 
reality of working in more dangerous neighborhoods and being in more ‘at-risk’ for 
victimization situations than in the past.  
Linder and Bonn (1996) conceded that measuring victimization among probation officers 
was difficult because, as a group, there was a general unwillingness to report victimizations, 
primarily because of the perception that reporting victimization might be viewed as an inability 
to handle or do the job among colleagues or supervisors. In effect, the need to monitor more 
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violent youth in more violent neighborhoods combined with an unwillingness to report 
victimizations increased the level of stress experienced by probation officers. As a result, fear of 
victimization or actual victimization experiences reduced probation officer effectiveness and 
contributed to them not fulfilling some of the basic requirements of their job.  
Lindner and Koehler (1992) examined probation officer victimization in New York and 
considered how personal safety fears changed the way probation officers conducted themselves. 
Linder and Koehler acknowledged that safety concerns received fairly little attention in the 
literature on probation officers. However, after the mid-1980’s, reviews of safety and 
victimization began to surface which provided insight into what probation officers were 
subjected to while completing home visits. A study of probation officers in Pennsylvania was 
completed by Parsonage (1990) which Linder and Koehler concluded demonstrated that the 
victimization of probation and parole officers was “extensive and pervasive” (Parsonage, 1990: 
9). Linder and Koehler stated that “probation officer concerns about victimization are consistent 
with a concurrent change in officers’ attitudes toward work” (Linder and Koehler 1992: 55). 
Although Linder and Koehler conceded that further research was required to determine whether 
the feelings of probation officers were real or perceived, the researchers concluded that these 
perceptions did affect the way probation officers carried out their duties. In particular, stress and 
victimization had a negative effect on decision making regarding offenders and in the way 
probation officers ensured that probationers complied with court orders. 
Discretion 
Perhaps the most important tool for a probation officer is discretion or the ability to use 
personal experience in deciding how best to respond to a probationer’s violation of a court order. 
Jones and Kerbs (2007) addressed the issue of probation officer discretion and decision making 
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with a sample of parole and probation officers from the American Probation and Parole 
Association (APPA). Jones and Kerbs asserted that a number of factors affected discretion, 
including differing philosophical orientations towards criminal justice goals, interpretation of 
legal situations, organizational structure, and personal preference (Jones and Kerbs, 2004). Jones 
and Kerbs focused on personal preference and, more specifically, the response of probation and 
parole officers to breaches of conditions while offenders were under community control. Jones 
and Kerbs acknowledged that there was “a limited, but emerging body of literature on 
discretionary decision-making by criminal justice practitioners” (Jones and Kerbs, 2004: 9).  
In Jones and Kerbs’ discussion of the literature on parole and probation officer use of 
discretion, they pointed to community corrections officers exercising discretion in several areas 
of offender monitoring. These areas included writing pre-sentence reports which made 
sentencing recommendations, pre-trial recommendations to the court system for offender release 
options, and “perhaps the most important exercise of discretion for a community corrections 
officer” ... initiating formal proceedings that would potentially deprive someone of his/her 
liberty” (Jones and Kerb, 2004: 4). A survey of members of the American Probation and Parole 
Association (APPA) was conducted using a membership list established in 2003 in which there 
were 2,895 active members. Members were excluded from the survey if they were listed on the 
APPA roster as possessing a research position, working for an educational institute, working 
within a private agency, or working solely with juvenile offenders. Although thought officers 
that worked solely were excluded from the study, it was due to "differences between the criminal 
and juvenile justice systems" (Jones and Kerb,2004: 11). While Jones and Kerbs excluded those 
solely working with juvenile offenders, this study is still relevant as it shows that there are 
differences in the use of discretion regardless of the direction of a  justice system. Jones and 
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Kerbs asserted that those on community supervision were in the hands of those supervising them, 
and the decision to keep them in the community could be decided differently according to 
individual probation and parole officers. Jones and Kerbs contended that, “depending on the 
degree to which violations were handled in the community, admissions to prison as a result of 
parole violations ranged from 3% to 45%” (Burke, 2004: 4), thus demonstrating a degree of 
discretion probation officers used in dealing with violations of a court order.  
Jones and Kerbs differentiated between two types of interventions: administrative and 
judicial. Administrative interventions were defined as those in which the parole or probation 
officer decided to address the violation without taking the matter to court, while Judicial 
interventions were those in which the probation or parole officer deemed the violation to be 
serious enough to return the offender to court for possible detention. The sample in Jones and 
Kerbs’ study were given a range of scenarios to determine how they would respond to a 
particular situation. The scenarios given to the probation officers were the following: 
 
Question 1: The offender is required to work at suitable employment to the best of his/her 
ability. The offender has been unemployed ever since being placed under your supervision and 
makes no efforts to seek or obtain employment, despite being physically able to do so. 
Question 2: An offender has been instructed to report to your office once each month. The 
offender has missed two consecutive appointments with no attempt to explain the absence. No 
other violations have come to your attention. 
Question 3: An offender ordered to perform community service work each Saturday has failed 
to appear for work for the past three Saturdays without explanation. When you confront the 
offender, no legitimate excuse is offered. 
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Question 4: An offender who has been under supervision for an alcohol-related offence for two 
months reports for the second office visit smelling of alcohol. You administer a breathalyzer and 
the offender registers .15 BAC. 
Jones and Kerbs noted that in considering the first four scenarios, less than half of the 
respondents were in favour of judicial interventions for technical violations. These four scenarios 
were focused on administrative issues, such as a violation of curfew, failure to report, failing to 
complete community work service, and consuming alcohol while prohibited. A greater 
proportion of respondents were in favour of a judicial intervention when the scenarios presented 
either a new charge, being arrested, or being directed by the officer to submit or comply and 
failed after being given direction (Jones and Kerbs, 2007). This is important because probation 
officers who witnessed violations of court orders by offenders used discretion even when there 
was a clear violation. Youth who violated conditions, such as failing to report to a probation 
officer, failed to complete community work service, or failed to find employment were dealt 
with, in these scenarios, by judicial interventions less than half of the time (Jones and Kerbs, 
2007).  
In contrast to these findings, those offenders who violated an officer’s verbal warning 
regarding violating a condition of their order were more likely to be dealt with in a judicial 
manner in this study. Here, Jones and Kerbs suggested that even after offenders bound by 
conditions committed new offences, some parole and probation officers were “comfortable using 
administrative sanctions when faced with offenders who pick up new charges” (Jones and Kerbs, 
2007: 12). While Jones and Kerbs made this assertion, there was no analysis conducted by the 
researcher for possible explanations of these findings. 
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While the findings from this study are important, it is necessary to acknowledge some of 
the limitations to this research. First, the survey only addressed what officers thought they would 
do in the situation and was not an actual observation of real working situations. The surveys used 
fictitious scenarios and not actual cases. Second, many of the scenarios were very brief in their 
description. Given this, many factors that might contribute to decision making in the field were 
not available to the officer. Third, the survey failed to take into account different types of formal 
interventions which would be less serious than incarceration. Fourth, Jones and Kerbs study did 
not use a random sample of participants and, thus the generalizability of the findings to all 
probation officers in the United States may be questioned. Still, implications stemming from this 
research included addressing whether probation officers were able to complete their tasks in the 
face of high caseloads or whether the high rate of administrative choices coupled with probation 
officers use of discretion needed to be directly addressed. Coupled with this statement is that the 
use of discretion allows for “individualized justice” (Jones and Kerbs 2007: 13) and that 
probation officers need to be aware of how much of a role in the administration of justice they 
play. 
Hancock (1978) examined the use of police discretion in Victoria, Australia and explored 
the factors that contributed to police officers either giving an “official warning” or prosecuting a 
youth and having them appear in court. A total of 742 reports were chosen by a stratified 
systematic sample based on alphabetical order. This study consisted of 300 males and 141 
females who were ordered to make court appearances and 151 males and 130 females who were 
issued a warning. Hancock noted that males aged 14-16 years old who attended government and 
technical schools were overrepresented and 67% of the sample was living at home with both 
parents (Hancock, 1978). Still, a large proportion of the sample came from lower socio-economic 
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status situations. Hancock ranked the socioeconomic status of the group studied into 4 groupings; 
the higher the number allocated to the subject, the lower their socioeconomic status. Hancock’s 
group 3 and 4, designated as the lower socioeconomic groups, were responsible for 88.7% of 
court appearances, and 80.9% of the police warnings. (Hancock, 1978). Hancock focused on four 
variables that affected the levels of discretion when dealing with juveniles in determining 
whether they received a warning or a formal charge to attend court. These variables were 
legalistic variables, juvenile behaviour and character, parents’ behaviour and character, and 
social isolation and environment.  
Discretion played a limited role in addressing legalistic factors, such as the seriousness of 
the offence and whether the juvenile was a repeat offender. Hancock indicated that while past 
offences were a significant factor, it was a factor that fit into a more “highly subjective decision 
making process” (Hancock, 1978: 39). Discretion on whether to proceed to formal charges in 
court was reduced based on the level of seriousness of the offence committed. Moreover, those 
juveniles who “showed a lack of respect, displayed uncooperative behaviour, and lacked proper 
demeanour” had increased rates of arrests (Hancock, 1978: 36). Hancock also found that displays 
of bad behaviour, poor character, and non-cooperation had an effect on whether a criminal act 
resulted in a warning or a formal charge. In addition, parental behaviour and character was a 
leading factor in whether a juvenile received a warning or faced a court appearance. Parents of 
warning group juveniles in this study were more likely to be married and living together (80 per 
cent) compared to those who were formally charged (65 per cent). Moreover, juveniles from 
home conditions identified as ‘poor’ represented 60% of those juveniles who were formally 
processed. The importance of this study is it questions how discretion is being used and whether 
there is an inherent bias to decision making based on socio-economic and familial factors. 
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Social location and environment were the final characteristics that Hancock identified as 
having a role in how a youth was responded to. Nearly three-quarters (71 per cent) of juveniles 
with companions who had prior involvement with the justice system or were “known to the 
police” were responded to with the formal system compared to slightly more than one-fifth (21 
per cent) of juveniles who did not have criminal associations. These findings were consistent 
with those in other studies (Emerson, 1968; Cohn, 1970; Box and Ford, 1971; Goldman 1963) in 
that “non-legal variables are significantly associated, sometimes more strongly than legalistic 
ones, with the police decision to warn or prosecute juvenile offenders (Hancock, 1978: 38). In 
effect, Hancock concluded that those who were more powerless and/or lived in the most 
disadvantaged social groups received the least amount of lenience and discretion. 
This literature review provided an overview of potential factors that could influence 
decision-making of youth probation officers. Key factors, such as cynicism, stress and 
victimization, role confusion, and discretion have been identified in the research as contributing 
to the decisions of probation officers in whether to breach a youth for a violation of a court order. 
While several key themes have been identified in the research literature, there is a need for 
further investigation into how Canadian probation officers are affected by these issues. Youth 
probation officers in Canada have a large amount of influence on the decisions made regarding 
youth within the court system, yet there is a general paucity of research on the issues affecting 
how their decisions are made. Given this, the remainder of this major paper will focus on an 
original research study designed to examine the role of cynicism, stress and victimization, role 
confusion, and discretion on the decision of British Columbia’s youth probation officers to 
breach. 
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Chapter II: Methodology 
The current study had three main objectives: (1) to identify the main reasons that youth 
probation officers in British Columbia failed to breach youth on court orders when a breach was 
believed to have occurred; (2) to assess whether there were key differences in the role of stress 
and discretion between probation officers based on their age, gender, years of service, and the 
region they worked in; and (3) to determine if cynicism, discretion, caseload levels, years of 
service, stress, and fear of victimization affected  probation officers’ levels of breaching. 
 To ascertain the decision making of youth probation officers, a self-administered, semi-
structured survey was distributed to all youth probation officers in attendance at the Youth 
Justice Forum in Vancouver on February 7th and 8th, 2008. The survey had a cover letter which 
outlined the purpose of the survey, a confidentiality agreement, and contact information if the 
respondent had any questions or concerns about the study. The survey was introduced at the 
conference by Phillip Hawley, Director of the Ministry of Children and Family Development. 
In terms of attendees at this conference, invitations were sent to all youth probation 
officers currently employed with the Ministry of Children and Family Development, contracted 
service providers, supervisors of youth probation officers, and youth forensic counselors. At the 
time that the survey was administered, there were 144 youth probation officers employed in the 
province. Of these, 112 were in attendance at the conference. From those in attendance, 70 youth 
probation officers (62 per cent) completed the survey. In effect, the sample was limited to youth 
probation officers currently employed with the Ministry of Children and Family Development 
who attended the Youth Justice Forum on February 28, 2008 in Vancouver and carried a youth 
caseload. Currently having a caseload was important as a substantial proportion of the survey 
contained questions requiring the respondent to be actively involved in the duties of a youth 
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probation officer. To ensure confidentiality, no names were recorded on the surveys and no list 
of who completed the survey was created. All of the data was entered into a statistical computer 
program (SPSS) for analysis and all the data was aggregated for analysis. 
 As outlined in Chapter 1, there are several key factors that contribute to a decision to 
breach a youth. Given this, there were several hypotheses tested in this study. With respect to 
gender, it was hypothesized that males and females would see their roles as probation officers 
differently and have  differing levels of victimization, breaching, and levels of stress. 
The historical changes to the role of the youth probation officer have had an effect on 
decisions to breach. As discussed in the previous chapter, with the introduction of the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act, the type of youth on a probation officer’s caseload also included the most 
high risk offenders or who would have been placed in custody under the YOA. Having to deal 
with serious and violent young offenders on a daily basis, and the risks these youth posed to 
probation officers in terms of potential victimization, could be seen to increase the amount of 
stress probation officers felt. Given this, the hypothesis was that the stress associated with the 
daily activities youth probation officer would have an effect on their decisions to follow through 
with a breach charge. 
Associated with the type of youth on a typical probation officer’s caseload is the size of 
caseloads. Although diminishing caseloads have occurred in British Columbia for youth 
probation officers, as mentioned above, the risk level of those being monitored in the community 
has increased. Given this, youth probation officers’ expectations to management, to complete all 
of their paperwork, and their level of accountability for documentation have altered their daily 
routine. As such, one hypothesis tested in this study was that youth probation officers would be 
unable to complete their breaches simply due to a lack of time. 
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Again, young offenders, once incarcerated for violent offences, are now monitored in the 
community by unarmed probation officers who lack any real means to ensure their personal 
safety. This fear of physical harm or threats of harm may alter an officer’s decision to breach an 
offender. With this fear in mind, it is possible that some youth probation officers do not complete 
breach charges to avoid placing themselves in a position of being retaliated against by a young 
offender. 
Finally, the role of discretion in a youth probation officers’ job is an area which is rarely 
examined. However, discretion may play a critical role in whether a violation of a court order 
proceeds to formal sanctions or whether it is dealt with informally. Due to the directives of the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act, which do not focus on denunciation and deterrence, but rather on 
rehabilitation and reintegration, levels of formal sanctions may be reduced by the discretion of 
the youth probation officer. Given this, it is hypothesized that levels of discretion have a 
significant effect on levels of breaching. The next chapter will present the data obtained from the 
survey of probation officers in British Columbia.
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Chapter III: Data Analysis 
General Demographics 
Of the 70 youth probation officers who completed the survey, more than one-third (37.1 
per cent) worked in the Vancouver region (see Figure 1). Nearly similar proportions worked in 
the North region (21.4 per cent) and the Cariboo/Interior region (24.4 per cent), while Vancouver 
Island respondents represented 14% of the total number of respondents, and very few 
respondents were from the Okanagan (5.7 per cent). 
 
Figure 1: Regional Distribution 
 
 
In terms of gender, nearly two-thirds (64.3 per cent) of the sample was female; however, there 
was a wide range of variation in the gender distribution of this sample by region. In effect, there 
was a slight overrepresentation of female probation officers in this sample because among all 
21.4%
24.4%
5.7%
37.1%
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youth probation officers in British Columbia, only a slight majority (54 per cent) are female.4
 
 As 
indicated by Figure 2, while there was a nearly even split between males and females from the 
Vancouver and the Vancouver Island regions, the large majority of probation officers who 
completed the survey from the Cariboo/Interior region were male (80 per cent). By contrast, 
approximately three-quarters of the probation officers from the North (73 per cent) and the 
Okanagan (75 per cent) regions were female.  
Figure 2: Gender Distribution of Youth Probation Officers in British Columbia by region. 
 
In terms of years of service, while there were two probation officers with less than one 
year of service and three probation officers with 30 or more years of service, the mean number of 
years of service was 11.3 years with a maximum of 34 years of service. The mean number of 
years of service was very similar among male (11.0 years) and female (11.5 years) probation 
officers. While the number of respondents from each of the five regions was small, it should be 
noted that the North had the fewest mean number of years of service (7.9 years) and Vancouver 
had, on average, the most years of service (12.7 years). As for the other regions, the mean 
                                                 
4 Data for this statement obtained through Ministry of Children and Family Development employment records for 
2008. 
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number of years of service were: 12.2 years in the Cariboo/Interior; 12.0 years in the Okanagan; 
and 11.3 years in the Vancouver Island region. 
Feelings Towards Being a Probation Officer 
There are various ways in which an individual might identify their role in the criminal 
justice system. In this sample, nearly all respondents (94.3 per cent) identified themselves as 
probation officers, while the remaining respondents identified themselves as youth court 
workers. As outlined in Chapter 1, a critical issue is the degree to which probation officers are 
satisfied with their job. In this sample, slightly more than two-thirds of respondents (69.0 per 
cent) reported that they were satisfied with their job; of these, slightly more than one-quarter 
(27.1 per cent) indicated that they were very satisfied. Related to the notion of satisfaction is a 
sense of pride in one’s work. In this sample, a similar, but slightly smaller proportion of 
respondents (62.9 per cent) indicated that they felt pride in their job. Again, among those feeling 
pride, approximately one-quarter (25.7 per cent) reported that they were very proud of their job. 
Given the large proportion of respondents who reported feeling satisfied and having pride in their 
work, it was not surprising that approximately three-quarters of the sample (75.7 per cent) 
indicated that they believed they were effective in their jobs. Interestingly, however, only 11.4 % 
reported that they felt they were very effective. Finally, a majority of probation officers (57.5 per 
cent) indicated that they were optimistic about being a probation officer. 
In examining the relationships between job satisfaction, pride, effectiveness, and 
cynicism, there were some interesting results (see Table 1). In general, there were statistically 
significant positive correlations between these four measures. In effect, as one’s satisfaction with 
being a probation officer increased, so did one’s sense of pride in the job and one’s feeling of 
being effective as a probation officer. Similarly, feeling effective as a probation increased as one 
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had an increased feeling of pride in being a probation officer. Interestingly, while the correlations 
were the weakest in this analysis, as one had an increased feeling of job satisfaction, pride, and 
effectiveness, there was also an increased feeling of cynicism about probation. One possible 
explanation for this finding might be that the more a probation officer adopts a cynical view in 
which people are motivated by selfishness and self-interest, the more they understand the limits 
of their effectiveness. In other words, the more realistic an assessment a probation officer has 
about what they can change, the more they can be happy in the change they can make, in the 
pride they have towards their work, and the overall feeling of being satisfied with the job. Of 
note, there were no significant correlations with any of these factors and years of service. In 
other words, there were no significant increases or decreased in levels of satisfaction, pride, 
effectiveness, or cynicism based on how long one had served as a probation officer. 
 
Table 1: Correlations on Youth Probation Officers’ Feelings about their Jobs 
 Satisfaction Pride Effectiveness Cynicism 
Satisfaction - .701** .547** .392** 
Pride .701** - .479** .265* 
Effectiveness .547** .479** - .293* 
Cynicism .392** .265* .293* - 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
 
While there were no statistically significant correlations based on years of service for the entire 
sample, there were two significant correlations when one considered just female probation 
officers. Specifically, as the years of service increased for female probation officers, there were 
statistically significant increases in feelings of job satisfaction (.310*) and feelings of 
effectiveness (.370*). 
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Related to a probation officer’s feelings of satisfaction, pride, and effectiveness was the 
legislation under which probation officers worked. Less than one-quarter of respondents (22.9 
per cent) felt that the Youth Criminal Justice Act was ineffective at responding to young 
offending. Similarly, just over one-quarter (27.5 per cent) felt that the Young Offenders Act was 
also an ineffective piece of legislation. There were some minor differences on this issue by 
gender. More specifically, while nearly one-quarter (24.4 per cent) of female probation officers 
felt that the YCJA was ineffective, fully one-fifth of male probation officers felt similarly. 
Moreover, a larger proportion of female probation officers (28.9 per cent) felt that the YOA was 
ineffective compared to approximately one-quarter (24.0 per cent) of male probation officers.5 It 
was interesting to note that there was a statistically significant difference between whether 
probation officers felt the YCJA was effective and how long the respondent had been a probation 
officer. In effect, the mean number of years of service for those who felt that the YCJA was not 
effective was 15.5 years compared to 10.1 years of service for those who felt the YCJA was 
effective.6
Interestingly, only a very small proportion of respondents (7.2 per cent) indicated that 
both the YOA and the YCJA were ineffective pieces of legislation. On the other hand, while the 
philosophical underpinnings of both pieces of legislation are very different, it was somewhat 
surprising that more than three-quarters (78.0 per cent) of respondents who felt that the YCJA 
was effective also believed that the YOA was effective. 
   
 In terms of their specific duties and responsibilities, respondents were asked to rate, in 
order of importance, the different aspects of their job, namely risk management, enforcement, 
rehabilitation, and the welfare of youth. Of those who answered the question (n = 61), a slight 
                                                 
5 These differences were not statistically significant. 
6 t (68) = 2.69, p = .009 
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minority (45.9 per cent) identified risk management as the most important aspect of their duties 
(see Figure 3). Given the philosophical orientation of the YCJA, it was interesting to note that 
nearly one-third (31.1 per cent) of respondents identified rehabilitation as their most important 
responsibility. Similarly, a smaller proportion of probation officers identified the welfare of the 
youth (14.3 per cent) as the most important. However, clearly  demonstrating a break from the 
orientation of the YOA, only a very small proportion of probation officers (6.6 per cent) 
indicated that enforcement was their most important responsibility. 
  
 Figure 3: Job Duty Ranked as Most Important by Youth Probation Officers.   
 
 
Given the results presented above, it would appear that a large minority of youth probation 
officers were following the fundamental tenets of what Corrado defined as the modified justice 
model (Corrado, Gronsdahl, & MacAlister, 2006). This model forms the basis of the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act and focuses on the inherent risk that youth pose to society and relies on the 
youth probation officer to manage and support the offender in the community.  
45.9%
6.6%
31.1%
14.3%
Risk Management Enforcement Rehabilitation Welfare
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The Behaviour of Youth Probation Officers 
One of the most important decisions that a youth probation officer has to take is in 
response to the technical act of breaching a youth for non-compliance with a condition of their 
court order. Given the importance of this decision, it was compelling that nearly all of the 
probation officers in this sample (94.2 per cent) reported that they felt that breaching a youth for 
failing to comply with orders would have the effect of decreasing criminal behavior. In fact, 
while two-thirds of the sample felt that breaching a youth would have some effect in reducing 
their criminal behaviour, slightly more than one-quarter (27.1 per cent) felt that breaching would 
have a major effect on decreasing a youth’s criminality. Critically, only 2.9% of the sample felt 
that breaches had no effect on a youth’s level of criminal offending. 
 Given that the vast majority of the sample felt that breaches served to reduce youth 
offending, it is important to understand, from the perspective of the probation officer, what are 
the most important reasons for initiating a breach procedure. Of those who responded to the 
question (n = 65), nearly three-quarters (73.8 per cent) identified that the protection of the 
community was the most important reason for breaching a youth. While a much smaller 
proportion of probation officers (13.8 per cent) identified enforcement as the most important 
reason, enforcement had the second largest proportion followed by caseload management (6.2 
per cent) and youth safety (6.2 per cent). 
 The results of the survey suggested that a large proportion of youth probation officers 
were complying with the Declaration of Principle in Section 3(1)(a)(iii) of the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act which states that the principle of the Youth Criminal Justice Act is to “ensure the 
young person is subject to meaningful consequences for his or her offence in order to promote 
the long term protection of the public”. Respondents were asked to consider their level of 
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breaching when a violation of probation order occurred. As indicated by Figure 4, while slightly 
more than one-fifth of respondents (21.7 per cent) indicated that they breached almost all of the 
time, nearly half of the sample (43.5 per cent) reported that they breached most of the time. 
Nearly two-thirds of probation officers (65.3 per cent) suggested that they breached at least 60% 
of the time in cases where they could breach a youth on their caseload. In contrast, only slightly 
more than one in ten respondents (11.6 per cent) indicated that they breached a youth less than 
40% of the time (See Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4: Level of Breaching When a Violation of a Probation Order Occurred 
 
 
As discussed in Chapter I, the victimization experiences of probation officers, especially at 
the hands of probationers, may play a role in probation officers’ levels of stress and how they 
perceived and performed their duties. In this sample, more than four-fifths of respondents (82.9 
per cent) indicated that they had been the victim of at least one instance of verbal, physical, or 
mental abuse by a probationer over their career. Alarmingly, nearly one-fifth of respondents 
(18.6 per cent) reported that they had been  the victim of abuse from a probationer at least ten 
times (see Figure 5). Moreover, the majority of probation officers (54.3 per cent) indicated that 
21.7%
43.5%
23.2%
11.6%
Almost All the Time (80-
100%)
Most of the Time (60-
79%)
Some of the Time (40-
59%)
Rarely (less than 40%)
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they had been a victim one to five times over their career. Interestingly, there was no statistically 
significant correlation between years of service and level of victimization.  
 
Figure 5: Number of Times a Youth Probation Officer was victimized by a Probationer 
 
 
Given the nature of the position and the responsibilities associated with youth probation, it was 
expected that a certain amount of victimization would occur; however, as it relates to the central 
theme of this major paper, a large majority of those who had been victimized (81.4 per cent) 
stated that being victimized by a probationer did not affect their level of breaching. Still, a 
statistically significant Spearman’s rho correlation was found (.331**) between levels of 
breaching and the number of times a probation officer reported being victimized. In other words, 
increases in the number of times a probation officer was victimized was somewhat correlated to 
increased levels of breaching.  
When asked to identify the main reasons why they did not breach a youth, even after it 
was determined that the youth had breached a condition of a court order, very few probation 
officers indicated fear of the client (1.5 per cent) as the reason. Moreover, small proportions of 
probation officers indicated that cynicism (10.4 per cent) or caseload issues (13.4 per cent) 
17.1%
54.3%
10.0%
18.6%
Never One to Five Times Five to Ten Times More than Ten Times
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played a role in their decision to not breach an eligible youth. In fact, approximately three-
quarters of respondents (74.6 per cent) provided other reasons for not breaching. In analyzing 
this qualitative data, a main theme was the belief that by using their discretion and finding 
alternatives to a formal sanction, they could be more successful with the client over the long 
term. Respondent’s statements ranged from direct statements of “find another way”, to more 
descriptive statements, such as, “…if it is not a substantive condition, I will give (them) a break 
to improve behavior prior to a new charge…” Many probation officers also felt that there were 
more effective ways of responding to a young offender. Some of the statements provided by 
respondents were that there were “more creative options available” that breaching “may not be 
an appropriate or most effective response”, and that probation officers could use their discretion 
to “negotiate a different outcome to get compliance”. 
Youth Probation Officers’ Decision Making 
Based on the limited research on youth probation officers and decision making, there are 
a number of factors that may help explain the decision making process for breaching offenders 
for failure to comply with court orders. A correlational analysis was conducted focusing on the 
variables of job satisfaction, pride, effectiveness, cynicism, years of service, and level of 
breaching. In effect, there were no statistically significant correlation with years of service 
(.080), job satisfaction (.029), pride (.102), effectiveness (.073) or cynicism (-.002) and levels of 
breaching. While there was only one statistically significant correlation among the female 
probation officers, namely effectiveness (.333*), the general pattern was very different for the 
males and the females in this sample. As demonstrated in Table 2, for all variables, there was a 
negative correlation among the male probation officers. In other words, for males, as their 
number of years of service, their job satisfaction, their pride in being a probation officer, their 
40 
 
feelings of being effective in their work, and their level of cynicism increased, their level of 
breaching decreased.7 By contrast, among the female probation officers, as these variables 
increased, the level of breaching increased.8
 
 While not addressed by the hypotheses, this finding 
is of note due to the weak correlation of the effect on feelings of effectiveness on decision 
making. 
Table 2: Correlations of Levels of Breaching with Youth Probation Officers’ Feelings about their Jobs by    
Gender 
Level of Breaching Years of Service Satisfaction Pride Effectiveness Cynicism 
Females .131 .172 .230 .333* .096 
Males -.069 -.397 -.154 -.377 -.215 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
 
Another factor that might influence levels of breaching is being the victim of a probationer. 
While there were no statistically significant differences between those who had and those who 
had not been victimized by a probationer, of those who had been victimized (n = 57), slightly 
more than one-quarter (26.3 per cent) reported that they breached all the time and a minority 
(43.9 per cent) reported that they breached most of the time. Only one in ten (10.1 per cent) 
indicated that they breached rarely (see Figure 6). In comparison, among those who reported that 
they had not been victimized (n = 12), none reported that they breached all of the time, a slight 
minority (41.7 per cent) indicated that they breached most of the time, and 16.7% stated that they 
breached rarely. While again, there were no significant statistical differences, one explanation 
could be probation officers are not consciously aware of the effects of being victimized or the 
effect that it had on their decisions to breach. 
                                                 
7 Again, it is important to keep in mind that none of these correlations were statistically significant and the 
correlations were relatively weak. 
8 Here, it is important to keep in mind that only effectiveness was statistically significant and the other correlations 
were very weak. 
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  Figure 6: Levels of Breaching by Whether a Youth Probation Officer was Victimized by a Probationer 
 
 Given the different philosophical frameworks of the YCJA and the YOA, it can be 
argued that the training and education that probation officers received under the YCJA was 
different from those trained under the YOA. In effect, those youth probation officers with five or 
more years of service would have been trained under a youth criminal justice system that focused 
on denunciation and deterrence. However, youth probation officers with less than five years of 
experience were trained under the principles of the YCJA which focuses on rehabilitation and 
reintegration. As the act of breaching due to non-compliance is considered an enforcement and 
punishment action, those trained under the YCJA might breach less in similar situations than 
those educated and trained under the YOA.  
As demonstrated in Figure 7, those respondents with less than five years of service (n = 12) 
appeared to have different rates of breaching from those with more than five years of service (n = 
57). Of those youth probation officers with less than five years of service, slightly more than half 
(58.3 per cent) breached most of the time compared to the minority of those with more than five 
years of experience (40.4 per cent). However, with this exception, it is interesting to note that, as 
26.3%
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the YCJA does not encourage an enforcement mentality, none of the probation officers with less 
experience were more likely to report breaching almost all of the time compared to slightly more 
than one-quarter (26.3 per cent) of those with more experience. Conversely, while 12.3% of 
those with more experienced reported that they breached only rarely, none of the less 
experienced probation officers reported doing so. Still, the general conclusion from this analysis 
is that, with the exception of those who breached some of the time, those who were educated and 
trained exclusively under the YCJA were less likely to breach than their more experienced 
counterparts.9
 
 
 
Figure 7: Levels of Breaching by When a Youth Probation Officer’s Career Began 
 
Summary of Findings 
The data discussed throughout this chapter provided three main points that will be 
discussed in greater detail in the next chapter. The first main issue involved the perception 
among probation officers about the effectiveness of breaching and their associated levels of 
breaching. While respondents indicated overwhelmingly (94.3 per cent) that breaching a youth 
                                                 
9 It should be noted that these differences were not statistically significant. 
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on conditions would decrease their level of criminal offending, the level of breaching a youth 
who failed to comply with their order did not reflect that opinion. A majority of youth probation 
officers justified this action by indicating the use of discretion.  
The second main issue was the relationship between levels of breaching and 
victimization. A majority of youth probation officers indicated that they had been victimized by 
a client, but that being victimized did not affect their level of breaching. Still, the data suggested 
that those who were victimized by a client breached substantially more than those who had not 
been victimized. Moreover, the number of times that a youth probation officer was victimized 
correlated with an increase in breaches. 
The third main issue related to years of service and levels of breaching, particularly 
between those who had worked exclusively under the YCJA and those who worked under both 
the YOA and the YCJA.  Finally, there were some interesting findings when comparing 
differences between male and female probation officers, in particular as these findings related to 
levels of breaching. It is these three main issues that will be the focus of the next chapter.  
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Chapter IV: Discussion and Recommendations 
There are a number of important conclusions and policy recommendations that can be 
drawn from this research project, some of which contradict the hypotheses presented in Chapter 
II and III. Moreover, new information was generated by the survey data that can direct both 
future policy development and research. To begin, based on the survey data, nearly all 
respondents (94.2 per cent) felt that breaching a youth for failing to comply with a Court order 
would decrease the youth’s criminal behavior. However, only slightly more than one-fifth (21.7 
per cent) of probation officers reported that they breached 80% to 100% of the time when 
presented with allegations of a violation of a Court order. In fact, the largest proportion of 
probation officers (43.5 per cent) reported breaching only some of the time (60% to 79% of the 
time). When asked for their justification for failing to breach, while probation officers held a 
general belief that breaching an offender would lead to a decrease in criminal behavior, youth 
probation officers also recognized the value of discretion in pursuing alternatives to court 
sanctions that they believed not only responded to the specific needs of the offender, but also 
contributed to a reduction in criminal behavior. One alternative to pursuing court sanctions is to 
acknowledge to the offender that the violation has allegedly occurred and let the offender know 
that the actions have been recorded and will not be further tolerated and accepted. The use of 
discretion in this case can achieve several important outcomes. It allows for an offender to not 
proceed to court over a single alleged violation, especially one that may be minor in nature, it 
allows the offender to make further attempts from in the community to reduce their offending, 
and it allows for any future violations to have other files attached so that the probation officer is 
able to show the courts a pattern of reoffending and attain more comprehensive conditions than 
what is likely to be given by a judge for a single violation. While using discretion in this way is a 
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widely accepted practice among probation officers, it does not give the public or the criminal 
justice system a clearer understanding of how a probation officer makes the determination to use 
this form of discretion. 
It is clear that the role of discretion in the daily activities of youth probation officers plays 
a large role in both their decision making and in how they manage the youth on their caseloads. 
However, by allowing youth probation officers breaching discretion, breaches for which an 
offender may have been found guilty are not recorded, thus skewing the rates of administrative 
violations. While discretion is seen as a means of having a "flexible individualized system of 
justice, discretion simultaneously exposes juveniles to the biases and/or innocent misconceptions 
of the decision makers" (Lamiell, 1979:77).  
Accurate recording of administrative violations is necessary for an evidence-based 
understanding of the levels of, and use of, discretion by youth probation officers. Following this, 
having a more thorough accounting of the rates and the conditions under which probation officer 
use discretion would allow for a better understanding of whether age, gender, ethnicity, or other 
identified variables influence levels of discretion in regards to administrative violations. The 
more accurate accounting of use of discretion would also enable further research into whether 
there is a "threshold" level regarding administrative violations or whether administrative 
violations were being submitted because of the youth probation officers perceived risk of future 
delinquency (Cohn, 1963). Moreover, further research could examine whether there exists a 
"threshold of violations" before a youth probation officer would file a breach report to Crown 
Council, or if there are categories of administrative violations, such as curfew violations, that are 
considered more severe violations, and thus would affect the use of discretion. 
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The collection of the data necessary for this type of analyses would present some 
difficulty as youth probation officers might feel that they would be held accountable for their use 
of discretion, and thus, the use of discretion attempting to be recorded may not get reported. 
Concerns may arise surrounding the collection of data regarding the use of discretion as its use 
may be seen to be widely varied amongst youth probation officers, causing some probation 
officers’ practice to be scrutinized due to higher or lower levels of discretion amongst their peers 
and management. If attempts were made to begin accurately recording this type of data, a great 
deal of planning regarding how to obtain the data in an anonymous fashion would have to be 
undertaken as discretion is a fundamental tool of youth probation. Currently, there is no set 
method to collect this data by the Ministry of Children and Family Development. If collection of 
this data is to occur, the act of collection of this data must be conveyed in a manner to both 
support a youth probation officer's decision making and also maintain confidence that this is not 
a signal that their use of discretion is going to be removed. In developing methods of collection, 
input from youth probation officers on how to collect the data will be instrumental in successful 
data collection.  
Another critical challenge associated with the “unregulated” use of discretion is the 
potential for abuse. In effect, wherever there is an ability to use discretion, there is the potential 
that only some youth will be breached for actions that might be more widespread among youth 
on probation. Given this, a better understanding as to how youth probation officers decide how to 
exercise their discretion is needed, as well as a much better understanding of whether age, 
gender, and other factors effect levels of discretion. To accomplish this, it might be necessary to 
further develop how the discretion is officially recorded when deciding not to pursue court action 
when that option is available. Moreover, file reviews should be undertaken by supervisors whose 
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prime responsibility within the Ministry of Children and Family Development. Reviewing this 
data may lead to the identification of patterns of discretion which are affected or mitigated by 
gender, age, or other previously unknown factors.  
In addition to the issue of discretion, victimization of youth probation officers and how 
that experience(s) can affect their job performance is another important issue. Based on the data 
from this project, a large majority (89.2 per cent) of youth probation officers indicated that they 
had been victimized by a client. Of those who indicated they had been victimized by a client, 
slightly more than four-fifths (81.4 per cent) felt that being a victim did not influence how often 
or who they breached. However, the data did indicate a statistically significant correlation 
(.331**) between being victimized and an increase in breaching. Data obtained from the survey 
suggested that youth probation officers were unaware of the relationship between being 
victimized by their clients and their decision making on breaches.  
While there was not a statistically significant difference between those who were 
victimized by a probationer and those who had not been victimized by a probationer, there were 
some interesting findings from the research. Of those youth probation officers who had not been 
victimized (n = 12), no youth probation officer indicated they breached all of the time. In 
contrast, slightly more than one quarter (26.3 per cent) of those who indicated they had been 
victimized (n = 57) indicated that they breached all the time. The research findings regarding 
levels of victimization and its relationship to breaching were contrary to the hypothesis put 
forward in Chapter II. In fact, being victimized by a client increased a youth probation officers 
level of breaching. 
As indicated in the research, although a large majority of youth probation officers who 
indicated that they had been victimized by a probationer believed that being victimized had no 
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impact on their decision making in regards to breaching, the research finding contradicted this 
belief. This conclusion indicates that more attention needs to be given to the effects of 
victimization on youth probation officers, and developing a culture in which it is acceptable to 
report victimization, and acknowledging that victimization has an effect on the use of discretion 
and levels of breaching among youth probation officers. It would be impractical to reassign a 
client every time he/she victimized a probation officer, and, in recognizing this, we must accept 
that being victimized is an inherent part of being a probation officer. Given this, it is of 
paramount importance to manage the short and long term effects of victimization on probation 
officers. 
The Ministry of Children and Family Development must continue to create a culture that 
better supports the reporting of victimization by clients against probation officers. It must work 
to completely eliminate the stigma associated with reporting being victimized. Moreover, 
assessments must become automatic in all cases of victimization to better determine when a 
probation officer should be moved from a client as a result of suffering victimization. This 
assessment would allow for an individualized assessment based on the specific case to determine 
whether a client should be moved to another probation officer, rather than a practice where all 
instances of victimization automatically result in a client being moved to another probation 
officer. Not only is this a more practical solution, but as demonstrated by the data presented in 
this major paper, there is variation in the type and frequency that probation officers are 
victimized and there is variation in the way in which victimization affects the probation officer’s 
ability to carry out their responsibilities to their clients.  
This finding has critical policy implications about the way in which youth probation 
officers and their clients interact, the matching of probation officer to client, how long a 
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probation officer should retain a client after being victimized, or whether the client should be 
transferred to another caseload immediately after an incident. Reporting of victimization and 
policies designed to encourage reporting of victimization need to either be developed or more 
openly discussed in order to show the importance of the issue. The Ministry of Children and 
Family Development would benefit from the creation of specific procedures to encourage the 
reporting of such incidences to professionals who are trained in debriefing and stress 
management. These designates would be assigned from other regions and meet with all youth 
probation officers in their catchment area once a month to offer assistance and record incidences 
of victimization. Coupled with this reactive involvement should be proactive measures, such as 
mandatory yearly education and training to current youth probation officers, as well as the 
education of new youth probation officers during their training period, which could assist to both 
reducing the stigma of reporting victimization and allow both current and new youth probation 
officers to understand that victimization exists, does have an effect on their decisions, and that 
the negative effects of being victimized can be treated. 
Further research in the area of victimization and youth probation officers should also seek 
to address possible threshold levels of victimization which begin to affect levels of breaching. 
Understanding whether the effects of being victimized can be mitigated by understanding 
whether there are "acceptable levels" of victimization before an impact to decision-making is 
experienced, or whether any form of perceived victimization affects decision making will be key 
in developing methods for responding to victimization.  
There were several differences in responses for males and females in the survey. As years 
of service increased for female youth probation officers, there was a statistically significant 
correlation, albeit weak, to increased levels of job satisfaction. This correlation was not shared 
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for males. While a weak correlation existed, this may have an effect on retention of male 
probation officers. Longitudinal studies would be of interest as long term effects of gender 
satisfaction could be measured to see if the levels of job satisfaction made a difference in the 
levels of males and females continuing in the profession. Further analysis as to why this 
correlation was not found among the male study group should be addressed to understand if this 
lack of job satisfaction plays into both future recruitment and retention of existing male workers.   
 Finally, based on the research findings, males and females exhibited different patterns of 
decision making. Males and females differed on their levels of breaching, and while not 
statistically significant for males, as years of service, job satisfaction, pride, effectiveness, and 
cynicism increased, breaching decreased. However, females had a positive correlation between 
these factors. In this analysis, discretion seems to play a role in differential decision-making 
between males and females. Further research should attempt to understand the specific ways in 
which gender affects decisions to breach. If levels of breaching fluctuate due to factors, such as 
the probation officer’s years if service, job satisfaction, pride, effectiveness, and cynicism, 
perhaps probation officer’s powers of discretion should be restricted.  
In conclusion, youth probation officers in British Columbia are extremely important 
because of the role they play within the youth criminal justice system. Youth probation officers 
are tasked with maintaining public safety, and the accountability and rehabilitation of young 
offenders, all of which require exhaustive and consistent training, along with an enormous 
amount of dedication and skill. Given their responsibilities, youth probation officers are the 
gatekeepers in the youth justice system and are pivotal to a young offender’s rehabilitation. They 
are also critical in protecting society from those who either refuse to or cannot become 
functioning members of society. In order to be effective gatekeepers, youth probation officers 
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rely on their ability to use discretion in the best interests of the young offender and society. 
Discretion is paramount in making effective and educated decisions in the rehabilitation and 
reintegration of young offenders, while still maintaining the ability to recommend to the courts 
that a youth presents too much of a risk to be in society. The personal relationships created by 
working with a youth for months or years relies on the ability to use discretion to make decisions 
that otherwise could be prescriptive and counterproductive to the overall rehabilitation and 
reintegration of a youth back into society. However, given the potential consequences to young 
offenders, the factors that affect how probation officers exercise their powers of discretion must 
be further studied to ensure that discretion is used fairly, and that factors, such as victimization, 
age, gender, and ethnicity do not turn the use of discretion into an abuse of power. Moreover, 
this data could be used in the training and development of probation officers to ensure that they 
are safe and able to best perform their critically important responsibilities to their clients and 
society.
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APPENDIX A 
 
YOUTH PROBATION OFFICER QUESTIONAIRE 
 
 
1. Please identify your gender: 1   Male        2     Female   
2. Please indicate your years of service as a Probation officer      _____ 
3. Identify your region below: 
1. North            
2. Caribou/Interior          
3. Okanagan         
4. Vancouver              
5. Vancouver Island    
4. When I am asked about my profession, I identify myself as a (check one): 
1. Probation officer      
2. Youth Court Worker      
3. Peace Officer      
 
5. In rating my feelings towards my job, I would say I am: (please select one box per line) 
 5.1 
5. Very Satisfied     4. Satisfied   3. Neither     2. Unsatisfied     1. Very Unsatisfied    
5.2 
5. Very Proud         4. Proud    3. Neither   2.Embarrassed   1. Very Embarrassed       
5.3 
5. Very Effective  4.Effective  3. Neither    2.Ineffective        1.Very Ineffective       
5.4 
5. Very Cynical       4. Cynical    3.Neither    2. Optimistic      1. Very Optimistic        
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6. In  an average month, how many youth do you supervise on PROBATION ONLY:  ______ 
7. Overall, I feel the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) is effective legislation. 
Yes                                      0. No   
8. Overall, I feel the Young Offenders Act (YOA) was effective legislation. 
Yes                                      0. No   
9. In terms of your job, please rank the following, from 1 being most important to 4 being least important: 
9.1 Risk management |_____|    
9.2 Enforcement         |_____| 
9.3 Rehabilitation          |_____| 
9.4 Welfare of Youth  |_____| 
 
10. Most of the time when I breach a youth for failure to comply with a probation order, I feel it will (CHECK 
 ONLY ONE RESPONSE): 
1. Have a major effect on decreasing the criminal behaviour of a youth   
2. Have some effect on decreasing the criminal behaviour of a youth       
3. Have little effect on decreasing the criminal behaviour of a youth       
4. Have no effect on decreasing the criminal behaviour of a youth           
5. Increase the criminal behaviour of a youth                                            
   
11. When deciding to breach a youth for failing to comply with a probation order, please rank from most 
 important (1) to least important (4): 
11.1 Protection of the community                           
11.2 Caseload management                        
11.3 Enforcement                                                         
11.4 Youth safety                                          
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12. When a probation condition reads “shall” or “must”, I breach (CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE): 
1. Almost all the time (80-100%)   
2. Most of the time (60-79%)         
3. Some of the time (40-59%)        
4. Rarely (less than 40%)               
 
13. How many times have you been a victim of verbal, physical, or mental abuse by a probationer in your 
 career? 
1. I have never been a victim of abuse by a probationer       Go to Question 15 
2. One to five times                                                                Go to Question 14 
3. Five to ten times              Go to Question 14 
4. More than ten times              Go to Question 14 
 
 14. Has being a victim of abuse caused you to (CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE): 
1. Increase your breaching       
2. Decrease your breaching       
3. Neither increase nor decrease breaching    
 
15. When a court condition contains “shall” or “must” and you fail to breach a youth for failure to comply, your 
 major reason for not breaching is (CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE): 
1. Fear of client (repercussions, violence)  
2. Caseload issues (no time)   
3. Cynicism (wont make a difference)  
4. Other       
5. If selecting Other, please detail                                                                
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16. On average, how many days of work have you missed solely attributed to work stress in a year? 
1. No Days Missed   
2. Five Days or Less      
3. Six to Ten Days          
4. More than Ten Days        
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